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Executive Summary
Final Report: Children and Family Services Review(CFSR)
Western Service Area -"Mini CFSR Review

This document presents the findings from theviini-Child and Family Services Review (CFSR)
for the Western Service Area. The Nebraska CQh{i@oous Quality Improvement) team has
identified Mini-CFSR as an important activity fasessing the performance of each service area
and the state as a whole with regard to achievasgipe outcomes for children and their families.
The Mini-CFSR is scheduled to take place in eachiczarea, quarterly in the years 2010 and
2011.

The Western Service Area’¥ Mini-CFSR was conducted from July 26 to 28, 20The period
under review for the onsite case review was JuB010 to July 1, 2011. The findings were
derived from file reviews of 14 cases (8 fosterecand 6 in home services) which were randomly
selected from all child welfare cases which wererogt some time during the period under
review. The reviews also included interviews wa#rents, children, foster parents, CFS
specialists, and other service providers to adtass 17-20 within the review tool.

In the Western Service Area, 6 of the 14 caseswad were brought to the attention of DHHS
for juvenile justice services and 1 of the cases man court involved. Cases reviewed were from
the following local offices: Alliance, Gering, Lexgton, McCook, North Platte, and Ogallala.

The first level reviews of the cases were compléte8 staff from DHHS. A second level
review of 100% of the cases was completed by LosvBr and Terri Farrell- DHHS.

Background Information

The mini CFSR is modeled after the Federal CFSRaasdsses the service area’s performance
on 23 items relevant to seven outcomes.

With regards to outcomes, an overall ratingtength or Area Needing Improvement (ANI)

is assigned to each of the 23 items incorporateéddarseven outcomes depending on the
percentage of cases that receive a Strength ratithg onsite case review. An item is assigned
an overall rating of Strength of 95 percent ofdipplicable cases reviewed are rated as Strength.
Performance ratings for each of the seven outc@reebased on item ratings for each case. A
Service Area may be rated as haviSgbstantially Achieved,” “Partially Achieved,” or“Not
Achieved” the outcome. The determination of whether a $erfirea is in substantial

conformity with a particular outcome is based om plercentage of cases that were determined to
have Substantially Achieved that outcome. In ofdea Service Area to be in substantial
conformity with a particular outcome, 95 percenthd cases reviewed must be rated as having
Substantially Achieved the outcome. The standardutibstantial conformity is based on the
standard set for the Federal CFSR. The standaedsaged on the belief that because child
welfare agencies work with our country’s most vuaide children and families, only the highest
standards of performance should be acceptable.foths of the CFSR process is on continuous
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quality improvement; standards are set high to nsogoing attention to the goal of achieving
positive outcomes for children and families witlgaied to safety, permanency, and well-being.

A Service Area that is not in substantial confoymvith a particular outcome must work with
their local CQI team to develop and implement aggham Improvement Plan (PIP) to address
the areas of concern associated with that outcome.

Key CFSR Findings Regarding Outcomes

The 7" Mini CFSR identified several areas of high perfante in the Western Service Area with
regard to achieving desired outcomes for childrahhough the service area did not achieve
substantial conformity with any of the seven CFS$iRomes, the service area did achieve overall
ratings of Strength for the individual indicatoesaining to the following items: Item 6 (stalyilit
of foster care placement), Item 11 (proximity ofter care placement), ltem 12 (placement with
siblings), and Item 22 (physical health of the ahil

The Mini-CFSR also identified key areas of conagith regard to achieving outcomes for
children and families. Concerns were identifiethwegard to Safety Outcome 1 (children are,
first and foremost, protected from abuse and néglétis outcome was substantially achieved in
50% of the cases reviewed. Within Safety Outcontbel Western Service Area achieved a
Strength rating of 50% for Item 1. It is notedwewer, that there were only two cases that were
applicable for Item 1.

Concerns were also identified with regard to Peenag Outcome 1 (children have permanency
and stability in their living situations). Thistcome was substantially achieved in 13% of the
cases reviewed. Within Permanency Outcome 1, \WeSkrvice Area’s lowest ratings were for
Item 7 (permanency goal for child) which was raaeStrength in 38% of the applicable cases;
Item 9 (adoption) which was rated a Strength in 38%he applicable cases; and Item 10 (other
planned living arrangement) which was rated a §trem 0% of the applicable cases.
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KEY FINDINGS RELATED TO OUTCOMES
I. SAFETY
Outcome S1: Children are, first and foremost, proted from abuse and neglect.

Status of Safety Outcome S1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 50.0%
Partially Achieved: 0 0.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 50.0%
Not Applicable: 12 85.7%

Item 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations ofreports of child maltreatment

In assessing Iltem 1, reviewers were to determingtiven the response to a maltreatment report
occurring during the period under review had begtrated in accordance with child welfare
agency policy. A new intake tool was implemente@@©03, which is based upon a priority
response model with Priority 1 calling for a respoiby the worker within 24 hours of the time
that the report is received by DHHS. Priority 3ideated reports are to have face to face
contact with the alleged victim by Protection aradeBy within 0 to 5 days from the time the
intake is received and Priority 3 has a respomse 6f 0-10 days. Data is generated monthly to
ensure compliance with the response times.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 1 was applicable for 2eoflthcases. The item was
rated a Strength in 1 (50.0%) of the applicableesasd as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 1 (50.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (1 in home case)
o Inthis case, the timeframes for initiating invgation and making contact with
child victim was met.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, contact with the child was not mada iimely manner according to
State policy and case file documentation did ndicate circumstances that
justified the delay.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to include reasons why contatitghe child(ren) was/were not
completed in a timely manner according to Statéecpol
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Item 2: Repeat maltreatment

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether there had been at least one
substantiated/inconclusive/petition to be filed tmegltment report during the period under
review, and if so, whether another substantiatedfiolusive/petition to be filed report occurred
within a 6 month period before or after the repdentified. Cases were considered not
applicable for assessment if the child or familg In@ver had a maltreatment report.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 2 was not applicable fooatlye 14 cases
reviewed.

Outcome S2: Children are safely maintained in thé&iomes whenever possible and
appropriate.

Status of Safety Outcome S2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 64.3%
Partially Achieved: 4 28.6%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7.1%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

Item 3: Services to family to protect child(ren) h home and prevent removal

For this item, reviewers were to assess whethersponding to a substantiated / inconclusive /
petition to be filed maltreatment report or riskhairm, the agency made diligent efforts to
provide services to families to prevent removathifdren from their homes while at the same
time ensuring their safety.

Review Findings: The assessment of Iltem 3 was applicable for 1heofit cases. This item
was rated as a Strength in 10 (90.9%) of the agipléccases and as an Area Needing
Improvement (ANI) in 1 (9.1%) of the applicable eas

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the children were returned ®hbme of their parent(s) during
the period under review and services were providesafely maintain them at
home.

« (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, documentation indicaled a variety of formal services
including family support, individual and family ttepy, tracker services, random
drug testing, and school intervention were provittedrotect the children and
prevent entry into foster care.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 in home cases)

o Inthis case, while there were services providetthéaarget child to ensure that
he would be able to remain in the family home dyitime period under review,
there was no documentation to show that effortewesde to provide appropriate
services to the other children in the family home.

Reviewer Comments:

™ Reviewers identified that a wide variety of sergiege being provided to families to protect
children and prevent entry or re-entry into fostare.

@ All children in the home should be evaluated iredaining services needed to protect the
children in the home and prevent removal or reyeinto foster care.

Item 4: Risk of harm to child

The assessment of Item 4 required reviewers tordate whether DHHS had made, or was
making, diligent efforts to reduce the risk of haunthe children involved in each case.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if the egé&rminated the child’s parent’s rights as a
means of decreasing risk of harm for the child @ample, a termination of parental rights
would prevent a child from being returned to a hamenhich the child would be at risk) and has
taken action to minimize other risks to the chftak @xample, preventing contact with
individuals who pose a risk to the child’s safetif)a case is/was open for services for a reason
other than a court substantiated, inconclusivatipeto be filed or unfounded report of abuse or
neglect, or apparent risk of harm to the child(r¢o) example, a juvenile justice case),
reviewers were to document this information and the item as not applicable. Note, however,
that for a child(ren) noted as a “child in needpervision” or “delinquent”, reviewers were to
explore and determine whether there was a rislkaohho the child, in addition to the other
reasons the case may have been opened, prioirg itadis not applicable. Cases were not
applicable for assessment of this item if there m@asurrent or prior risk of harm to the children
in the family.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 4 was applicable for atlab#s. This item was rated
as a Strength in 9 (64.3%) of the applicable casésated as an Area Needing Improvement
(ANI) in 5 (35.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o In all five of these cases, there was sufficierduoentation to show that initial
assessments and ongoing risk and safety assessmezatsompleted for the
target child while in foster care and for the otbleildren remaining in the home.
Documentation also indicated that risk and safesgasments were formally or
informally completed and safety plans were adjustedafety threats increased or
decreased.
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+ (3 in home cases)

o In all three of these cases, there was sufficientithentation to show that initial
and ongoing risk and safety assessments were ctadfddeth formally and
informally while the children were placed in theeaf their parents and that
safety plans were adjusted as safety threats isedear decreased.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (2 foster care cases)

o One case lacked documentation to show that rislaf@ty assessments had been
completed for the target child’s siblings. It waso noted in this case that there
is no documentation of a thorough safety assesspngmtto reunification and
there was not an update to the safety plan upamfreation.

o In another case, there was no documentation dietygalan and no
documentation of a safety assessment prior to fieation.

+ (3 in home cases)

o Inthese three cases, reviewers were unable teefiitbnce of ongoing risk and
safety assessment. In one case, risk and safetyfdarget child was assessed
formally prior to the period under review; howeveere was no documentation
showing that risk and safety was assessed foatigettchild or any of the other
children in the home during the period under reviéwtwo of the cases,
documentation does show that ongoing risk and safstessments were
completed for the target child; however there waslocumentation to show that
the other children in the home were assessed dthengeriod under review.

Reviewer Comments:

M The Nebraska Safety Intervention System (Safetyd¥)ahould be utilized to assess risk
and improve safety interventions with children &amahilies. Reviewers found that while the
Nebraska Safety Intervention System was utilizedlfe majority of initial assessments, it
was not used as consistently for ongoing safetysassents. Reviewers relied on informal
assessments documented during face to face coatatsamily Team Meetings during their
review of this item.

M Workers should continue to assess risk and satetggiface to face contacts with the
children, parent(s) and foster parents. Thesesassmts should be well documented in the
narratives provided for required contacts with¢h#édren, parents and foster parents.

M Safety plans should continually be monitored andiatgd as circumstances change and as
safety threats increase or decrease.
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Il. PERMANENCY
Outcome P1: Children have permanency and stabilrytheir living situations.

Status of Permanency Outcome P1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 1 12.5%
Partially Achieved: 7 87.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 5: Foster care re-entries

Reviewers rated this assessment a Strength ifgltma period under review a child did not have
an entry into care within a 12-month period fronmigedischarged from another entry into foster
care. Reviewers also rated this item as a Strahgthe-entry was an isolated incident during
which the agency did what was reasonable to matmagesk following reunification but the

child re-entered care for another reason (for exentipe death of a parent). Reviewers rated
this item as an Area Needing Improvement if reieatoccurring within a 12-month period were
due to the same general reasons or same perpgtr&eviewers rated this item as Not
Applicable if : (1) the child entered foster chefore, and remained in foster care during, the
period under review; or (2) the child entered fostre before, and exited foster care during, the
period under review and there was not anothey émtio foster care during the period under
review.

Review Findings: The assessment of Item 5 was applicable for 3eflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 2 (66.7%) of the applicahfes and as an area needing improvement in 1
(33.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (2 foster care case)
o Intwo cases, the child did not re-enter fosteeagithin a 12-month period from
being discharged from another entry into fosteecar

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, the youth was discharged accordirgsicheduled discharge even
though an intake had been received prior dischafte. investigation of the new
intake was not completed until after discharge thiedyouth re-entered care
within a 3 month period following discharge. Reveérs noted concern that the
youth was discharged despite concerns in the intatandicated that the youth
was not ready to be discharged.
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Item 6: Stability of foster care placement

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether the child experienced multiple
placement changes during the period under revied/jfaso, whether the changes in placement
settings were necessary to achieve the child’s @eemcy goal or meet the child’s service needs.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 6 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in all 8 (100.0%) of the applie cases.

Strength:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Infive of the cases, documentation showed thathild experienced only one
placement setting during the period under revide foster care placements
were found to be stable.

o Inthree of the cases, while the child experienoede than one placement
change, documentation clearly showed that the planechanges were necessary
in order to provide for the child’s needs.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reasons for placement changes were documented fiteth

M Reviewers were able to determine that the placerterges were in the best interest of the
child and necessary to achieve the child’s permangnals and / or meet the child’s specific
needs.

Item 7: Permanency goal for child

In assessing this item, reviewers were to determwimether DHHS had established an
appropriate permanency goal for the child in a yjnmeanner, including filing for termination of
parental rights when relevant. Reviewers examihedippropriateness of a goal that ultimately
rules out adoption, guardianship, or return to famReviewers assessed whether the child’'s
best interests were thoroughly considered by DHiH&etting a goal of other planned living
arrangement, and that such a decision is /wasraily reviewed for ongoing appropriateness.
Cases were assigned a rating of Strength forténs when reviewers determined that DHHS
had established an appropriate permanency godinmedy manner. Cases were assigned a
rating of Area Needing Improvement when goals ahiication were not changed in a timely
manner when it was apparent that reunification wdskely to happen, termination of parental
rights was not filed when the child had been fostee for 15 of the past 22 months and no
compelling reasons were noted in the file, or tbal @stablished for the child was not
appropriate. Cases were identified as Not Apple# the child was not in foster care.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 7 was applicable for 8eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 3 (37.5%) of the applicahtes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 5 (62.5%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)
o In all three cases, the child’'s permanency goalewstablished in a timely
manner, documented in the case file, and were pppte to the child’s needs for
permanency.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (5 foster care cases)

o In one case, the goal was not established in dytimanner as the child had been
in out of home placement for 3 months prior togbal being established;
however permanency goals should be establishedw@thdays from the child’s
entry into care. The reviewers also noted thagtied of Family Preservation did
not appear to match case circumstances as it wasiseed when the child was
in out of home placement.

o In four cases, the child had been in placementriimre than 15 out of 22 months.
There had been no request for Termination of Par&ights, nor was there
documentation in the case file regarding an exoapir compelling reason for
not filing for Termination of Parental Rights.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Permanency goals need to be identified in the fi@seDocumentation of permanency goals
should accurately reflect goals that are beingestglrd for the child.

M The first permanency goal of the child should Kaldshed within 60 days from the child’'s
entry into foster care.

M Case file documentation needs to include all infation regarding termination of parental
rights for children who have been in foster carkeast 15 out of the most recent 22 months.
Documentation should include evidence of a petitartermination of parental rights and /
or documentation of compelling reasons for nohglfor termination of parental rights.

Item 8: Reunification, Guardianship or Permanent Pacement with Relatives

In assessing these cases reviewers determinedevidttHS had achieved children’s goals of
reunification, guardianship or placement with rieked in a timely manner. If the goals had not
been achieved in a timely manner, reviewers detexdchwhether DHHS had made diligent
efforts to achieve the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 8 was applicable for 6eoflthcases. This item was
rated as a strength in 5 (83.3%) of the applicahtes and rated as an area needing improvement
in 1 (16.7%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

o Inone case, documentation shows that concerted®ffy the agency resulted in
successful achievement of the child’s permanenegy gioreunification.

o Intwo cases, documentation in the case file shmwserted efforts being made
to achieve the permanency goal of reunificatioa trmely manner.

o Intwo cases, the original permanency goal of fezation was not reached
within a year of the child entering placement; hegredocumentation shows that
the achievement of this goal has been delayedesut of the child’s behaviors
and treatment needs. Documentation also showsdhatrted efforts continue to
be made toward the permanency goal of reunification

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care cases)

o Inthis case, the child had been in care for 23throhefore the permanency goal
of reunification was achieved. During this timee thild’s primary permanency
goal remained reunification, and while there i®aatirrent goal of adoption
established for the child, the reviewers were unablfind documentation to
show that efforts were made toward the concurreat gf adoption.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to aghf&LL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child.

™ If the child has been in foster care for longentth months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particudacumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

Item 9: Adoption
In assessing this item, reviewers were to determimether appropriate and timely efforts

(within 24 months of the most recent entry intaidosare) had been or were being made to
achieve finalized adoption.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 9 was applicable for Beoflt cases. This item was
rated as a strength in 1 (33.3%) of the applicabies and rated as an area needing improvement
in 2 (66.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis one case, adoption was established asriimafy permanency objective.
While it took 39 months to achieve the goal of adwop reviewers note that
documentation shows that the agency made concefftats toward timely
achievement of the goal of adoption, but that thl@ylwas due to the ICPC state
not completing the home study in a timely manner.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (2 foster care cases)

o Inone case, while adoption was established as:ieuceent goal, during the 23
months that the child was in out of home care gheas no documentation of
concerted efforts being made toward the concugeat of adoption.

o In another case, where adoption was the concugaait reviewers found that the
agency did not make concerted efforts to achiegegtial of adoption in a timely
manner, noting that the child had been in out shéeare for over three years
before termination of parental rights and a permaadoptive home was sought.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to achf&LL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Rsers had difficulty finding information to
support the agency efforts to achieve concurgeals that were established.

™ If the child has been in foster care for longentd@ months, documentation should also
include information regarding barriers or particudacumstances to justify the delay in
achieving the child’s permanency goal.

™ If the permanency goal of adoption was not achievigein 24 months or is not likely to be
achieved within 24 months of the date of the chkilaiost recent entry into foster care, then
the documentation in the file should include paftac circumstances that warrant the delay.

Item 10: Permanency goal of other planned permanériving arrangement

Reviewers determined whether the agency had madeomaking diligent efforts to assist
children in attaining their goals related to othlmned permanent living arrangements
(Independent Living, Self-Sufficiency or Family Beevation).

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 10 was applicable for heofié cases. This item
was rated as an area needing improvement in theQLq%) applicable case.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis one case, reviewers found no documentati@inow that efforts had been
made toward the child’s concurrent goal of indeendiving.

Reviewer Comments:

@ The agency should be making active efforts to aghf&LL permanency goals (primary and
concurrent goals) established for the child. Rsers had difficulty finding information to
support the agency efforts to achieve concurgeials that were established.
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Status of Permanency Outcome P2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 5 62.5%
Partially Achieved: 3 37.5%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 6 42.9%

Item 11: Proximity of foster care placement

Reviewers were to determine whether the child’'seiosare setting was in close proximity to the
child’s parents or close relatives. Cases detaxthin be not applicable were those in which
termination of parental rights had been complet&al po the period under review, or in which
contact with parents was not considered to bearchild’s best interest.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 11 was applicable for Beofiéd cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 6 (100.0%) of th®iegble cases.

Strength:
- (6 foster care cases)

o In one case, the agency did place the child ineciyeximity to their parents;
however during the period under review, the parerdased out of state.

o Inthree of the cases, the child was placed less 100 miles from their parents.
The location of the placement allowed for frequasits between the parents and
the child.

o Intwo cases, while placement was not in close ipmidyx to the child’s parents
and home community, documentation showed that lHeement was in the
closest available facility which could meet theldsineeds.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation included information regarding theakion of foster care placement and its
proximity to the parents(s).

M The review identified that frequently, children @laced in close proximity of their parents.

M In cases where placement was not within close pribxito the child’s family, it was
identified that this occurred because an apprapp&icement was not available in the child’s
home community and that the closest appropriateept@nt was utilized.

Item 12: Placement with siblings
Reviewers were to determine whether siblings wetead been placed together and if not, was
separation necessary to meet the needs (serveadaiy needs) of one or more of the children.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 12 was applicable for heofiéd cases. This item
was rated a strength in the 1 (100.0%) applicahée c
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Strength:
« (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the target child was placed withrtkiglings in the same foster care
setting.

Reviewer Comments:
M This review identified successful efforts were maalplace siblings together in the same

foster care setting.

Item 13: Visiting with parents and siblings in foser care

In assessing this item reviewers determined whé#4S had or was making diligent efforts to
facilitate visitations between children in fostare and their parents and siblings. Reviewers also
determined whether these visits typically occurth sufficient frequency to meet the needs of
the children and families. Non applicable casesewose where the child had no siblings in
foster care, if the parents could not be locatad/a if visitation with the parents was

considered not in the best interests of the cHidviewers rated this item for the period under
review based on the individual needs of the child &amily, rather than on the DHHS policy
regarding visitation. The DHHS visitation guidekoecommends a minimum of one visit every
two weeks between child and parent unless it waotdoe in the child’s best interest because the
parent is the perpetrator of sever physical abusexual abuse. DHHS Policy requires that
siblings placed separately must have a minimunmef\asit per month. Other forms of
communication including phone calls and letterssarengly encouraged.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 13 was applicable for Aeofid cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 5 (71.4%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (28.6%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (5 foster care cases)

o In one case, documentation in the case file shatetdhe agency provided travel
assistance in order to ensure sufficient visitaietween the child and his
guardians / grandparents.

o In one case, the youth had visits with parentssaolthgs that were of sufficient
frequency and quality. The documentation showsttiteaagency supported this
visitation by assisting with transportation cogtgyviding visitation supervision
and by encouraging a variety of contact includihgne, visits at placement, and
home visits.

o In one case, documentation shows that there wgadre visitation between the
child and his parents and that visitation includede visits.

o In one case, while visitation between the child hisdparents was infrequent and
inconsistent due to the actions and behaviorseoptrents, there is
documentation to show that the agency did makeesteat efforts to promote and
support visitation.
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o Inone case, documentation showed that the chdd/lsdts with his parents at
least monthly. Visits with parents were facilidhiey a family support worker and
documentation contains adequate information to shaivwisits were of
sufficient quality.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (2 foster care cases)
o In one case, documentation did not provide sufficieformation regarding the
frequency or the quality of visitation between tidd and his parents.
o In one case, while there is documentation to shavdoncerted efforts were
made to ensure visits occurred between the chdd!zr guardian,
documentation was not available regarding the tyuafithe visitation.

Reviewer Comments:

M Visitation with the child and his/her parents (meatnd /or father when applicable) and the
child and his/ her siblings in foster care showddclkearly documented in the case file.

@ Documentation should describe both the frequendygarality of visits.

Item 14: Preserving connections

Reviewers determined whether DHHS had or was matligent efforts to preserve the child’s
primary connection and characteristics while irntdogare. Reviewers had to make a
professional judgment about the child’s primaryrmections and then explore whether those
connections have been preserved through case ptpand service delivery.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 14 was applicable fortlieol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 3 (42.9%) of the appkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (57.1%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
- (3 foster care cases)
o In one case, the child was able to maintain conmrestvith extended family,
friends, and neighborhood during visits.
o In one case, the child was able to remain in hménoommunity and continue in
the same school.
o Inone case, the child was able to maintain commesto siblings (not in foster
care) through visits, phone calls, and letterse @tild was also able to continue
his hobby of drawing throughout his different plawsats.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (4 foster care cases)
o Inthree cases, there was no documentation oftefiming made to preserve
important connections for the child while in fostare.
o In one of these cases, there is documentatioritteathild is Native American;
however, it was documented that the tribe was otfied of the youth’s
placement due to the youth being an OJS ward.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation needs to identify the child’s impotteonnections and efforts made by the
department to preserve those connections.

@ Documentation should include information to supploat sufficient inquiry was conducted
with bothmother and father and relatives to determine wédrathnot the child may be a
member of or eligible for membership in a Native éoan tribe.

™ In any involuntary custody proceeding concernindratian child, notice of the proceeding
must be sent to the following: 1. Parents; 2.dndCustodians; and 3. To the Tribe (Program
Memo #7-2005).

Item 15: Relative placement

Reviewers had to focus on the title IV-E provistbat requires States to consider giving preferénce
placing the child with relatives, and determine thiee the State considered such a placement and how
(for example, seeking out and evaluating the chitdlatives). Relatives include non-custodial pexe
such as fathers not in the home, if applicablééocase. Reviewers had to determine the extevhith
the agency identified relatives who had some regserdegree of relationship with the child and with
whom the child might reside. There did not neelddan the case record a formal evaluation of inedat
with whom the child might reside, but for reviewershave answered “yes” evidence must exist, tiioug
either the case documentation or the case intesyithat relatives were evaluated and considered.
Reviewers rated this item as a Strength if (1)apency assessed the child’s needs and determiated th
he/she required special servieesl (2) the agency assessed potential relative platsnaed determined
that the relative placements did not have the agptcmeet the child’s needs. Reviewers ratesl itieim
as a Strength unless no efforts were made to lacatentify relatives for placement, or placemeith

a family known to the child. Reviewers rated fkésn as not applicable if (1) the agency determined
upon the child’s initial entry into care that hisfimeeds required residential treatment servicdsan
relative placement would be inappropriate, or {2¢latives were unable to be identified despit th
agency'’s diligent efforts to do so, or in situai@uch as abandonment in which the identity of the
parents and relatives remains unknown despitetsefforidentify them. Reviewers were to check not
applicable if the child was placed with relatives.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 15 was applicable for Aeofid cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 1 (25.0%) of the adpkceases and as an area needing improvement
in 3 (75.0%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (1 foster care case)
o Inthis case, the child was placed with his granif@ioat the time of removal and
remained in this placement until adoption was ackde

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (3 foster care cases)
o Inone case, it was noted that there were no doctedefforts to identify either
maternal or paternal family members.
o Inone case, paternal relatives were identifiedfandd to not be appropriate
placement options; however there is no documematichow that any maternal
relatives were identified or evaluated.
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o In another case, the child was placed with his matggrandmother. While a
maternal relative was utilized for placement, theneo documentation to show
that paternal relatives were identified or evalddte placement even though the
maternal grandmother had commented to the ageatyre paternal relatives
who would be interested in placement.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Both maternal and paternal relatives should betifieth

M Efforts to identify and pursue appropriate relajpl@cements should be clearly documented
in the case file.

Item 16: Relationship of child in care with parens

In assessing this item, reviewers determined ifetheas evidence of a strong, emotionally
supportive relationship between the child in fosie and the child’s parents during the period
under review. Reviewers assigned a rating of §thefor this item when there was evidence of
regular visitation between parent and child. Reeles assigned a rating of Area Needing
Improvement when they determined the agency hadade diligent efforts to support the
child’s relationship with the father or mother. cAse was considered not applicable if a
relationship with the child’s parents was contreryhe child’s safety or best interest during the
period under review.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 16 was applicable for Beofiéd cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 4 (66.7%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (33.3%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (4 foster care)
o In all six of these cases, documentation showetthigeagency had made efforts
to support and maintain a positive and nurturingti@nship between the target
child and their parents or guardians.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (2 foster care cases)

o In one case, there was no documentation showirigetftats were made to
support and maintain a positive and nurturing retestip between the child and
the child’s mother. In this case the child’s fathas deceased.

o Inone case, there was no documentation showirigetfoats were made to
support and maintain a positive and nurturing reheship between the child and
their parents.

Reviewer Comments:
@ Documentation should clearly describe the agenefjtats to provide opportunities or to
support additional activities to promote, strength@ maintain parent-child relationships.
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[l. WELL-BEING
Outcome WB1: Families have enhanced capacity to\pde for their children’s needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB1

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 9 64.3%
Partially Achieved: 4 28.6%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 1 7.1%
Not Applicable: 0 0.0%

Item 17: Needs and services of child, parents, fes parents

In assessing Iltem 17, reviewers were to determimetiver DHHS adequately assessed the needs
of children, parents and foster parents AND proditlee services to meet those needs.
Reviewers rated Item 17 as a strength if (1) a #@sdessment was conducted for the child(ren),
parents, and foster parents, and (2) appropriawces were provided in relation to the

identified needs of the target child in foster ceases, or for all children in in-home cases.
Education and physical or mental health servicebgdarget child were not rated for this item
(these are rated in Items 21, 22, and 23). Reviehad to document whether these services
were provided to parents.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 17 was applicable for atlab#és. This item was
rated as a strength in 11 (78.6%) of the applicaages and rated as an area needing
improvement in 3 (21.4%) of the applicable casBEse overall rating for Item 17 is based on the
combination of the following three sub-items:

Item 17a: Needs Assessment and Services to ChildreThe assessment of Item 17a was
applicable for all 14 cases. This item was rated atrength in 13 (92.9%) of the applicable
cases and as an area needing improvement in 1) ofltte applicable cases.

Strength:
« (8 foster care cases)

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea a&sessed in a variety of ways
including Family Team Meetings, OJS evaluation,amng safety assessments,
drug and alcohol evaluation, Comprehensive Chilll &dolescent Assessment,
Youth Level of Service / Case Management Inventangl caseworker visits with
the child, parents, and foster parents.

o Inthese eight cases, the needs of the childrea met through providing
assistance with transportation, family supporKkea services, out of home
placement, residential treatment, drug screenigig@sting, and service
coordination, . Reviewers found no unmet needshferchildren in these cases.
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« (6 in home cases)

o

In these six cases, the needs of all of the childréhe home were assessed both
formally and informally through the initial and arigg safety assessments, OJS
evaluation, Youth Level of Service / Case Managédnerentory, during Family
Team Meetings, and during worker contacts withciéd, family, and safety

plan participants.

In these six cases, identified needs of the arildvere met through assistance
with safety monitors, family support services, onte safety services, random
drug testing, electronic monitoring, and trackew®es. Reviewers found no
unmet needs for the children in these cases.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 in home case)

o

In this case, reviewers found that the needs ofobriee children in the home
were assessed while the needs of the other childrd® home were not
assessed.

Iltem 17b: Needs Assessment and Services to Parenfthe assessment of ltem 17b was

applicable for 13 of the 14 cases reviewed. Tieiiwas rated as a strength in 10 (76.9%) of
the applicable cases and rated as an area neegangviement in 3 (23.1%) of the applicable

cases.

Strength:
- (5 foster care cases)

(0]

In these five cases, the needs of the parentsassessed on an ongoing basis
using both formal and informal means includingiatiand ongoing safety
assessments, drug and alcohol assessments, Fagaily Mleetings and regular
monthly contact with the caseworker.

In these five cases, identified needs were metutiirondividual and family
therapy, family support services, supervised Misitg parenting classes, random
drug testing, drug and alcohol treatment, and &s®ie with transportation to
facilitate visitation.

« (5in home cases)

o

In these five cases, the needs of the parentsassessed through the following
methods: initial safety assessments, family tearetimgs, service provider
reports, and during monthly worker contacts with parents and children.

In these five cases, identified needs were meutiirahe following services:
family support services, individual and family tapy, education to develop app
appropriate and effective rules and disciplineiséasce with supervision of the
child, and transportation assistance.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (2 foster care cases)

o

In both cases, the children had been removed fh@in guardians and the case
file did not contain documentation to show thataamted efforts were made to
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assess the needs of the guardians or to provide@gte services to meet their
needs.
+ (1 in home cases)
o Inthis one case, where the mother was in the Hmmhéhe father was absent, the
agency assessed the needs of the mother, butshevelocumentation to show
that efforts were made to assess the needs oatherf

ltem 17c: Needs Assessment and Services to Fod®arents: The assessment of Item 17¢
was applicable for 4 of the 14 cases. This itera ka#ed as a strength in all 4 (100%) of the
applicable cases.

Strength:
+ (4 foster care cases)

o In all of these cases, it was noted that the nettle foster parents were assessed
informally through involvement in Family Team Mewgs, phone calls, and
monthly worker visits with the foster parents. alhcases the needs of the foster
parents were found to have been met.

Reviewer Comments:

M Reviewers identified that in the majority of thesea the agency performed well in terms of
assessing, identifying, and meeting the needseothiid.

@ In terms of the parents, reviewers noted that mesoases the needs of one of the parents
were identified and addressed while the other garereds were not. Most often, this
occurred when one of the parents was absent frerhdme and it is the absent parent whose
needs are not consistently being assessed, igehtdr met.

M Caseworker contacts and Family Team Meetings virreniost frequently noted methods of
assessing needs for children, parents and fosten{sa

Item 18: Child and family involvement in case planing

In assessing this item reviewers were to determimether the agency actively involved the
parent(s), guardian, child(ren) and other peoptatified by the family in the case planning
activities relevant to the current case plan. fedrination of involvement in case planning
required that a parent (guardian) and the childgjothan 8 and not incapacitated) had actively
participated in identifying the services and gdatsthe case plan.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 18 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 9 (69.2%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (30.8%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, the reviewers noted that the easrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents to be involved in case planning throughlfateam meetings and
caseworker contacts with the child and parents.
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+ (4 in home cases)

o In all four cases, the reviewers noted that the gasrker made active efforts to
involve or encourage the child (if age and develeptally appropriate) and both
parents (if applicable) to be involved in case plag through family team
meetings and caseworker contacts with the childpaments. In one case where
the father refused to respond to the workers effimrinvolve him in case
planning, the worker ensured that the case plamns stgl sent to the father.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
- (2 foster care cases)

o In one case, while reviewers found documentatian ttie child and the mother
were involved in case planning; however, there m@documentation of efforts
to involve the father of the child in case planning

o In another case, where the child was removed frengtandparents / guardians,
documentation shows that active efforts were madevolve the child and his
grandmother / guardian; however there was no dootatien of efforts to
involve the child’s grandfather / guardian in catanning.

« (2 in home cases)

o In one case, only one of the children and the nmiatlege involved in case
planning. There is no documentation of effortgimlve the father, who was the
absent parent, or to involve the other childrethenhome in case planning.

o In one case, documentation shows that efforts werde to involve the mother,
the father, and one of the children in the homeaise planning; however two
other children in the home were not involved inecpanning in any way.

Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should clearly show concerted effoytthe agency to involve the parents
(mother and/or father as applicable) in case planactivities.

M The reviewers identified that case planning is pritg occurring during monthly contacts
with the parents and child as well as during Fafidam Meetings.

Item 19: Worker visits with child

Reviewers were to determine the typical pattermigits between the worker and child and if
these visits were sufficient to ensure adequateitoromy of the child’s safety and well being.
Reviewers were also to determine whether visitaged on issues pertinent to case planning,
service delivery, and achievement of the goals.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 19 was applicable for atiab&#s. This item was
rated as a strength in 13 (92.9%) of the applicehtes and rated as an area needing
improvement in 1 (7.1%) of the applicable cases.
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Strength:
- (8 foster care cases)

o In all eight of these cases, face to face visitasben the case worker were found
to be of sufficient frequency and were also foumte of sufficient quality as the
caseworker addressed issues of safety, permanadayell being as well as case
planning with the child.

« (5in home cases)

o In all five of these cases, it was found that thsesvorker had face to face
contacts with all children at least once per morithe visits were found to meet
quality as they involved issues of safety, permagemd well-being.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (1 in home case)
o Inthis case, the worker had monthly face to fam@acts with one of the children
in the home but did not have any visits with theeotchildren in the home.

Reviewer Comments:

4]

Documentation should address the frequency of warkasits with the child. If face to face
contact between the worker and the child was leas mmonthly, documentation should
include reasons why the contact did not occur.

Documentation should include enough informatiodetermine the quality of the visit and to
show that the visit was sufficient to address isquertaining to safety, permanency and well-
being of the child and to promote achievement skgalan goals.

Item 20: Worker visits with parents

Reviewers were to assess whether the caseworkesulffaddent face to face contact with parents
to encourage attainment of their children’s permnagegoal while ensuring safety and well
being. Cases that were considered not applicabte those in which there is no plan for further
involvement between the parents and the agendyegpdrents and the child, and the child is not
in a permanent home.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 20 was applicable for 1Beoi 4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 9 (69.2%) of the adpkceases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 4 (30.8%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (5 foster care cases)

o In all five cases, reviewers found that the visiith the parents were of sufficient
frequency; occurring at least monthly. Visits witie parents were also
determined to be of sufficient quality as the cazder and parents discussed
issues pertaining to the permanency and well beirtige child.

+ (4 in home cases)

o In four cases, documentation in the case file afatination gathered through
interviews showed that the caseworker visits withlithe mother and the father
were sufficient in frequency and quality.
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Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (2 foster care cases)

o In one case, while visits with the mother were ftm be of sufficient frequency
and quality, visits with the father were found twor less frequently than once a
month and based on documentation it was also fthaidhe visits with the father
were not of sufficient quality.

o In another case, where the child had been remawed liis guardians /
grandparents, it was found that while there waBcseift frequency and quality of
visits between the worker and the grandmother fdjaa, there was not sufficient
frequency of visits between the worker and the dfi@her / guardian.

« (2 in home cases)

o Inone case, visits with the mother occurred mgndind were of sufficient
frequency while the visits with the father occureaary other month and were
not of sufficient frequency. For both the mothed @he father, reviewers
determined that the visits were not of sufficienaliy.

o In another case, the case file and informationegathduring interviews showed
that the caseworker had visits with the motherwexe sufficient in frequency
and quality, but no visits occurred with the fathad there is not information to
support that concerted efforts were made to hameacowith the father / absent
parent.

Reviewer Comments:

@ In out of home cases where the parents do notaésgether, the agency tends to achieve
sufficient contact with the parent they are seekogeunify the child with, while less than
sufficient contact or no contact is made with thigeo parent.

™ For the majority of in-home cases, when contadh Wit child was sufficient, contact with
the parent or parents residing in the home witlcthilel was also sufficient, however contact
was not sufficient with the absent parent.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB2

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 10 83.3%
Partially Achieved: 2 16.7%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 0 0.0%
Not Applicable: 2 14.3%

Item 21: Educational needs of the child

When addressing educational issues for familiesivety in-home services, reviewers
considered whether the educational needs are/wkneant to the reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family, and whether the need ddr@ss educational issues is/was a reasonable
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expectation given the circumstances of the agenoy@vement with the family. (If not,
reviewers rated Item 21 as not applicable.) Regrewated this item as a Strength if (1) the
agency made extensive efforts to address the sheldlicational needs and the school system
was unresponsive, especially if the problems atlk aviocal school or jurisdiction; (2) if the
child(ren)’s educational needs were assessed atrdssebd, including cases where the
educational records were missing and the reasogswl{3) if the agency conducted an
assessment of educational issues and determinethéna were no problems in that area, nor
any need for educational services.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 21 was applicable for 1Beoi 4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 10 (83.3%) of the apipliccases and as an area needing improvement
in 2 (16.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (7 foster care cases)

o In all seven cases, documentation in the cassHibeved that the educational
needs of the child were assessed and that therelaigived appropriate services
in order to meet their unique educational needs.

+ (3 in home cases)

o In one case, the child’s educational needs wemsasd through IEP meetings
which the worker was involved in on an ongoing badihe IEP was developed
addressed the child’s behavioral issues at sctwowkdl as his reading abilities.
There is no indication that the other two childrethe home have any
educational needs to be addressed.

o In one case the child’s educational needs weresssdavith the assistance of the
public school district, therapist, and as part psgchological evaluation. The
child was found to have no educational needs dtfaer regular attendance.

o In another case, the children’s educational neegis wssessed as part of the
initial assessment. Tracker services and schoaiiention was provided to
address issues of the child’s school behaviorgrates, and truancy, which have
contributed to the child being behind educationally

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
« (1 foster care case)

o Inthis case, there is documentation of informakasments of the target child’s
educational needs. The reviewers found that tisemet documentation to show
that the agency made efforts to address the isstie¢hte child is not on track to
graduate due to being short of required credits.

+ (1 in home case)

o Inthis one in home case, documentation showsliea¢ are three children
residing in the home. Educational needs were ssddsr the OJS youth and
services were provided to meet his needs. Eduwtieeeds of the two other
children in the home were not assessed and thei snough information
documented about these children to determine ¥f lia&e any educational needs.
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Reviewer Comments:

™ Documentation shows what efforts were made to agbeschild’s educational needs.

@ Documentation details what the child’s educatioredds are and what efforts the agency is
making to meet these needs.

Outcome WB3: Children receive adequate servicemtet their physical and mental health
needs.

Status of Well-Being Outcome WB3;

Total Number Total Percentage
Substantially Achieved: 11 84.6%
Partially Achieved: 0 0.0%
Not Achieved or Addressed: 2 15.4%
Not Applicable: 1 7.1%

Item 22: Physical health of the child

When addressing health issues for families recgiwiFhome services, reviewers considered
whether the physical health needs are/were reldeahe reason why the agency is/was
involved with the family and whether the need tdrads physical health issues is/was a
reasonable expectation given the circumstancdsecdgency’s involvement with the family. (If
not, reviewers rated this item as not applicabko)y example, if a child became known to the
agency and was determined to be in need of in-lsEmaces at least partly as a result of
physical abuse or sexual abuse, then it is reag®t@lexpect the agency to provide services to
ensure that the child receives the appropriateipalysealth services. Reviewers rated this item
as a Strength if the agency conducted an assessingmygsical health and determined that there
were no problems in that area, nor any need fosiphlhealth services.

Review Findings The assessment of Iltem 22 was applicable for 1Beol4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in all 10 (100.0%) of pieable cases.

Strength:
« (8 foster care cases)

o In all eight of these cases, the case file conthdwumentation that the child
received periodic, age appropriate physical andadé&ealth examinations, and
that any identified health needs were met with appate services.

+ (2 in home cases)

o Inthese two cases, documentation in the cassHibvs that the children received
periodic, age appropriate physical and dental headaminations. The children
also received appropriate services to addresdaitified health needs.
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Reviewer Comments:

@ Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s physical and dental
health needs.

@ Documentation should detail what the child’s phgkand dental health needs are and what
efforts the agency is making to meet these needs.

Item 23: Mental health of the child

Reviewers were to determine whether during theogeunder review, the agency addressed the
mental/behavioral health needs of the child(ré®¢viewers rated this item as a Strength if the
agency conducted an assessment of the child’s hiedlih and determined that there were no
problems in that area, nor any need for mentaltheakrvices. If there was a need for services
then they were offered.

Review Findings The assessment of Item 23 was applicable for 1Beoi 4 cases. This item
was rated as a strength in 10 (83.3%) of the apipliccases and rated as an area needing
improvement in 2 (16.7%) of the applicable cases.

Strength:
« (7 foster care cases)

o In seven cases, the case file contained documentatishow that the child’s
mental/behavioral health needs were assessed ainefffibrts were made to
provide appropriate services to meet each idedtiieed.

+ (3 in home cases)

o Inthese three cases, there was documentation sgakat the mental health
needs of all applicable children in the home weaseased and that services were
provided to meet all of the children’s mental hiealeeds.

Area Needing Improvement (ANI):
+ (2 in home cases)

o Inthese two cases, documentation shows that &sean assessment of each
target child’s mental and behavior health needsthatservices were
provided to meet the needs of the target childachecase; however there was
no assessment of the mental or behavioral heatisnef the other children in
these homes.

Reviewer Comments:

M Documentation should show what efforts were madessess the child’s mental/behavior
needs.

™M Documentation should detail what the child’'s méb&tiavioral needs are and what efforts
the agency is making to meet these needs.
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WSA Results

Case Sample: Mini CFSR Review — July 2011
Report Type: Western Service Area
Review Period: July 1%, 2010 — July 1%, 2011

Type of Review: 7™ Mini CFSR
Number of Reviews: 14

PERFORMANCE ITEM RESULTS

Item Ratings (#) Item Ratings (%)
Performance Item S ANI N/A S ANI N/A

ltem 1: Timeliness of initiating investigations 1 1 12 50.0% | 50.0% | 85.7%
ltem 2: Repeat maltreatment 0 0 14 0.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
ltem 3: Services to family 10 1 3 90.9% [ 9.1% | 21.4%

ltem 4: Risk assessment and safety management 9 5 0 64.3% | 35.7% | 0.0%
ltem 5: Foster care re-entries 2 1 11 66.7% | 33.3% | 78.6%
ltem 6: Stability of foster care placement 8 0 6 100.0%| 0.0% | 42.9%
ltem 7: Permanency goal for child 3 5 6 37.5% | 62.5% | 42.9%
ltem 8: Reunification, guardianship etc 5 1 8 83.3% | 16.7% | 57.1%
ltem 9: [ Adoption 1 2 11 | 33.3% | 66.7% | 78.6%
ltem 10: | Other planned permanent living arrangement 0 1 13 0.0% | 100.0% | 92.9%
ltem 11: | proximity of foster care placement 6 0 8 100.0%| 0.0% [ 57.1%
ltem 12: | placement with siblings 1 0 13 100.0%| 0.0% | 92.9%
ltem 13: | visiting with parents and siblings 5 2 7 71.4% | 28.6% | 50.0%
ltem 14. | preserving connections 3 4 7 42.9% | 57.1% | 50.0%
ltem 15! | Relative placement 1 3 10 25.0% | 75.0% | 71.4%
ltem 16: | Relationship of child in care with parents 4 2 8 66.7% | 33.3% | 57.1%

ltem 17: | Needs and services 11 3 0 78.6% | 21.4% | 0.0%

ltem 18: | Child and family involvement in case plannifig 9 4 1 69.2% | 30.8% 7.1%

ltem 19: | caseworker visits with child 13 1 0 929% | 7.1% | 0.0%

ltem 20: | caseworker visits with parent(s) 9 4 1 69.2% | 30.8% | 7.1%
ltem 21: | Educational needs of the child 10 2 2 83.3% | 16.7% | 14.3%
ltem 22: | physical health of the child 10 0 4 100.0%| 0.0% | 28.6%
ltem 23: | \ental/behavioral health of the child 10 2 2 83.3% | 16.7% | 14.3%

OUTCOME RESULTS
COUNTS (#) PERCENTAGES (%
Performance Outcome SA PA NA N/A SA PA NA N/A

Safety 1 (Items 1-2 1 0 1 12 50.0% [ 0.0% | 50.0% | 85.7%

Safety 2 (Items 3-4 9 4 1 0 64.3% | 28.6% | 7.1% 0.0%
Permanency 1 (Items 5-10) 1 7 0 6 125% | 87.5% | 0.0% | 42.9%
Permanency 2 (Items 11-16) 5 3 0 6 62.5% | 37.5% | 0.0% | 42.9%
Wellbeing 1 (ltems 17-20) 9 4 1 0 64.3% | 28.6% | 7.1% 0.0%
Wellbeing 2 (Item 21 10 2 0 2 83.3% | 16.7% | 0.0% | 14.3%

Wellbeing 3 (Items 22-23) 11 0 2 1 84.6% | 0.0% | 154% | 7.1%

KEY:
N/A = Not Applicable
S = Strength

PA = Partially Achieved
SA = Substantially Achieved

NACH Not Achieved
ANI rea Needing Improvement




CFSR - Western Service Area (Item & Outcome Quarterly Results)

REPORT CODES: Items 1 to 20, 22 and 23
90% or Above
85% - 89.9%
below 50%

* For reference - a list and
description of CESR items and
Outcomes is found on the
following page.

Yellow

Report CODES: Item 21 and ALL OUTCOMES
95% or Above

Yellow 90% - 94.9%

below 50%
Report Quarter 1st Qtr 2010 | 2nd OQtr 2010 | 3rd Qtr 2010 | 4th Otr 2010 | 5th Otr 2011 | 6th Qtr 2011 | 7th Otr 2011
Period Under Review [Jan 09-Jan10 [ Apr 09-Apr 10| Jul 09-Jul 10 | Oct 09-Oct 10[Jan 10-Jan 11| Apr 10-Apr 11| Jul 10-Jul 11
Number of Cases 14 14 14 14 14 14 14
tem 1 50.0%
ltem 2 75%
Outcome: S1 80%
ltem 3 71%
ltem 4 50% 71% 64.3%
Qutcome: S2 50% 71% 64.3%
item 5 66.7%
ltem 6 75% 88%
Item 7 63% 63%
item 8 67%
Item 9
item 10
Outcome: P1
item 11
ltem 12
ltem 13 50% 67% 71% 50%
ltem 14 75% 63% 63%
ltem 15
ltem 16 66.7%
Outcome: P2 62.5%
ltem 17 64% 50% 78.6%
ltem 18 50% 50% 69.2%
Item 19 79%
ltem 20 29% 62% 69.2%
Outcome: WB1 50% 57% 64.3%
ltem 21 64% 91% 60% 78% 83.3%
Outcome: WB2 64% 91% 50% 75% 78%
ltem 22 83% 89% 67% 56% 80%
ltem 23 58% 88% 83.3%
Outcome: WB3 83% 83% 50% 58% 75% 84.6%

Western Service Area Mini CFSR Report, July 26-28, 2011

p.28



CFSR
Iltems & Outcomes Description

SAFETY:

Safety Outcome #1: Children are first and foremost, protected from abuse and neglect.
+ Item 1 (Timeliness of initiating investigations of reports of child maltreatment)
* Item 2 (Repeat maltreatment)

Safety Outcome #2: Children are safely maintained in their homes, whenever possible and appropriate.
e Item 3 (Services to family to protect child(ren) in the home and prevent removal or re-entry into
foster care)
e Item 4 (Risk assessment and safety management)

PERMANENCY:
Permanency Outcome #1: Children have permanency and stability in their living situations.
+ Iltem 5 (Foster care re-entries — did a child who entered foster care during the period under review
re-enter within 12 months of a prior foster care episode)
+ ltem 6 (Stability of Foster Care placement)
+ Iltem 7(Permanency goal for child — were appropriate permanency goals established for the child in
a timely manner)
« Item 8 (Reunification, guardianship, or permanent placement with relatives)
e Iltem 9 (Adoption)
e Item 10 (Other planned permanent living arrangement)
Permanency Outcome #2: The continuity of family relationships and connections is preserved for children.
e Item 11 (Proximity of foster care placement)
e Item 12 (Placement with siblings)
+ Item 13 (Visits with parents and siblings in foster care)
+ Item 14 (Preserving connections — with child's neighborhood, community, faith, extended family,
tribe, school, friends)
* Item 15 (Relative placement)
+ Item 16 (Relationship of child in care with parents)

WELLBEING
Well-Being Outcome #1: Families have enhanced capacity to provide for their children’s needs.
« Item 17 (Needs and services of child, parents, and foster parents)
o Item 17A (Services to meet the child’s identified needs)
o Item 17B (Services to meet parents’ identified needs)
o Item 17C (Services to meet the foster parents’ identified needs)
+ Item 18 (Child and family involvement in case planning)
+ Item 19 (Worker visits with child)
+ Item 20 (Caseworker visits with parent)
Well-Being Outcome #2: Children received adequate services to meet their educational need.
+ Item 21 (Educational Needs of the child)
Well-Being #3: Children received adequate services to meet their physical and mental health needs.
e Item 22 (Physical health of the child)
e Item 23 (Mental/behavioral health of the child)
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